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Children enrolled in an Illinois bilingual program typically are expo d
to approximately 257 less English during the school day than their cSunter-
parts in traditional school programs. This raises fears among some educators
apd parents that enrollment in a bilingual program might retard the learning
of English as a second language (ESL). To probe this, pre-post test data

- were collected in three cities during a five month interval in 1972 on the

<3 ESL achievement of 213 kindergarten through third grade Spanish-speaking

- children taught ESL within the context of a half-day bilingual program and

o 104 similar children receiving' ESL instruction as part of the traditional

z; school curriculum. ESL achievement, as measured .by 1istening and reading
comprehension tests, is compared through ANCOVA .and partial correlation

= analysis within a quasi-expérimental evaluation gesign. Analyses indicate

= no statistilally significant difference in ESL a thievement between the two
groups. The implication of these results is tha half-day bilingual programs
do not inhibit English language achievement in primary-aged children.
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The most obvious educationgl q?ed for children with limited fluency in
. ¥

13 7
English who live in continental Unf%ed States is to learn more English. To

this end, at least four didactic policies have been tried.

The easiest pé}icy to implement has been simply to absorb the children
whose knowledge of English_lg limited into the traditional curriculum in the

hopes that total school-day e#posure would lead to assimilation. In schools

with more than a handful of ljmited-English-speaking children this approach

has not lowered dropout rates, or raised achievement scores. v

T To strengthen the total pxposure to English policy, adm{nistrators identi- .
fied limitipg variables and é;onsed'waysito eliminate them. Numerous schools
in Texas and California, for example, took gimilar steps to avoid what they ‘

. perceived to be the debilitating variables. The most widgébread measures

_ inciuded the prohibition of gpeaking a lancuage other than English in the
cléssroom, in the corriéoré,ﬂéﬁ the playground. Some well-meaning school ad-
ninistrators even weﬂt sovgaé as to advise parents to speak broken English at
home to their children, ré%her than fluent Spanish,(to use the mostlcommon
example, (Xrear, 1969). ﬁg;sezﬂmaﬁy parents compliéd. Unfortunate}y, this
approach did notAlower droﬁqut rates or substantially increase tes? scores

¢
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. *Paper presente@Lqﬁ the Seventh Annual Convention, Teachers of English to
Speakers of Other Languageé; May 9-13, 1973;‘San Juan, Puerto Rico., It

benefited from critical reh?ings by Ann Garcelon, Bilincual Education Section;

I1linois Office of Public ;§gtruction, and Marilynn B. Brewer, Psychology
‘.i.nl “
Department, Loyola Universjty of Chicago.
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of English achievement either. It did,ron the other hand, inhibit fluency‘

fu

Ain the child's home language and increase the level of school misunderstanding.

All in all, this approach exacted a high toll ¥rom children without an accom-
paning gain in scholastic performance (Krear, 1969). Millions nould be spent
by Congress through the Natibnal Defense Education Act in an effort to regain
some of the "foreig . language fluency lost in great part because of a short-

sighted school policy to mainstream children. ' .

2
s a

“hile the Second Yorld War was forcing the U. S. to reevaluate the worth

of second4language fluency, anthropoloéical(linguists were developing a €echnology

v

of language description and. instruction which would revolutionize the teaohing

of English‘as a second lanéuage Kkavetsky and Morrisoh, 1960) . There subsequently
. ) ¢ . 2 -

emerged in our school systems a third approach to teaching Fnglish to children

. -]

whose primary language was not English. Special courses were designed which took
into vigorous consideration the fact that the(critical legrning steps for a child

who is,studying English as a second language differ from those steps involved in

increasing the'Engfish of children who already possee;native fluency. " Not surf

-

prisingly, this approach (ESL, TESL, TESOL) has Jbeen rélatively effectiyj:' N

. A . \

By the mid l960's,/$olitical pressures from minority ethnic groups tﬁkough-

out the U.S., especially among the Spanishrspeaking in the Southwest, were’ re-

f[ » s 3 .
defining the context within which much ESL instruction would occur. These ethnic\
L

minorities pointed to the scandalously highsdropout, rate of their children, to

L]

the misplacement of grossly disproportionate numhers of their children in classes
Y

for the retarded, to their children's loss of self—esteem and‘pride in their

d ]

first languag% and heritage. ' .

Largely as a result of insights formed within the non-Englfsh—speaking

or bilingual communities, six conditions have been identified which contribute
o L] "

to the hapless syndrome in which the limited—English—speakino child finds himself.
First, the student does not know enough English to understand the conqepts being

taught in the clasgsroom 80 he fails in his classwork Second, when enough time
AY
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is taken out of the school day to oféer him intensive instruction in English,

he slips behind in the subject-gatter concepts of the clagses he has missed, so

-
-

he still fails when he returns to classes in mathematics, science, and social

studies. Third, if in the process of learning English he is allowed to forget <.
his first language, he suffers alienatjon from his home and ethnic identity,

with subsequent loss of pride in his heritage and depletion of this country's

3

°

g bilingual resources. Fourth, an& euccess that he experiences while working ex-

»

clusively with peers from the same ethnic and language background may not trans-

fer when he has’'to associate with Anglo (black and white) Americans. Fifth,

even if Anglo American children and teachers who have or who detﬁiﬁEﬂEEf_éfEEEEEEZ_ﬂ__,
\ .
. empathy to work sucTessfully with limited-English~speaking éﬁildren are incor-

-

! porated in a special program, children and especially teachers outside of the
B » N

\ >3 ‘ i A
lack the senEitivity reqhired to deal successfully with children from divergent
. /
ethric backgrounds--np matter how well these latter speak English. And sixth,
“ e ' N -
because of different ipriorities and past experience with incommunigant school

systems, ents often place greaé%r value on having their children work than on

having them receive a hggh,school diploma.

.

Bilingual educaiion attenpts to intervene in this discouraging syndrome to

&

effect curriculum changes which deal in a positive fashion with the educational
needs of children with limited fluenc§ in English. One aspect of this curriculum
is the teaching of English as a second language. (Other components of‘bilingual
education include the teachying of subject-matter concepts through the students'

first language, the teaching of the student;‘ first language as a continuing

concern, and ‘the teaching of cultural herit&&e.)

™

special program, with whom the bilingual children must eventually relate, often - ‘;
]
i
%
|
1
i
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The logic ug;d/to Justify bilingual education is by no means universally

< 4 / \
accepted. The most common counterargument states that the most pressing need

!

school exposure to the child's first ladguage will retard his develop-
ment in English. A child inlan Illinois bilingual program typically is exposed

to English only 75% of the school day, whereas thelchild who is taught ESL as
part of the traditional school curriculum hears English virtually the vhole school

day. It is to this questioﬂ,éf how English language achievement fg affected by

bilingual programs that the scope of the present paper is limited.

Two recent studies deser%e mention. Valéncia (1971) compared the pre and
post tegt achieyement during a four month interval of‘mostly Mexican, Puerto
Rican,‘and Cuban children enrolled in 15 Chicago schools. Using one-way analysis
of variance, Valencia conclu@gﬁitﬂ;t "the English langpaée development of c@ildren
with limited or no knoﬁiedge of English is being enhance& by the Itinerant ESL,
ESL kits, and TESL programs? (p.64). Ho&ever, since the gains in achievement
scores were not compared to similar children who did not receive ESL, this study
does.not in any way diminish the strength of several rival explanations of the

data: that over any four-month period of living in the U.S. and being exposed to

English, students will demonstrate some growth in English; or that the increasg§

matyrity of the child will explain his ability to score higher at posﬁtest; or

-

that the pretest was reactive and accounts for the posttest gains; and so
forth (see Campbell and Stanley, 1963). Zirkel, (1972) conducted a Connecticut
study in which he compared Puerto Rican‘children; first grade through third

grade, who weré:taughtNESL within a bilingual education progrem znd children

a

_—
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who received ESL as part of the 6?;difion§1 qurriculﬁm. The children were
matched according to sociotfconomic ;tatuq, sex, age, and exposure to English.
Most of the results showed;no differéﬁce i{n ESL achievement among the groups.

The advent of bilingual programs in mainland U.S. public schﬁols has been .
a recent event, beginning in 1963 with ESﬁA Title Yzzifederal funding. The
principal source of fun&ing in I1linois for bilingual programs is‘sgate re-

<

venues. Last academic year (1971-72){ theré were 10 state-funded'bilingual

programs in Chicago and 11 others.in school districts outside of Chicago. All

of these "downstate" programs were limited to kindergarten through thifrd grade.

This year (1972-73), there are 49 state-funded programs in Illinois, and double

this number is anticipated next year. The question this study probes |is raised

with increasing frequency as schools “consider bilingual programs as af alter-

native educational model for children with limited fluency in English. \

8
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGNS AND SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS
A pretest—poéttest nonequivalent control group déqign was used in this
3 TN

schools of three "doqutate" Illinoig school districts with large total stu-
dent enrollment as well as latge Spanish-speaking enrollments,

ALl 317‘@hildren included in the sample received instruction in English
language arts as paét of the regular school curriculum, and Qii 317 children
received in addition specialized ESL instruction for 30-40 miﬁﬁtes daily. The
bilingual program students received éhe regular English instruction in the
half-day they attended the traditi;nai curriculum, and they received ESL as
part of the bilingual proéram. The bilingual program children heard, on the

average, 257 less English during the school day than did the children who were

taught ESL within the traditional curriculum. It is this difference--the

-
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»8tudy. Included in the sample were students enrolled in ESL cldsses in 15 j
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Spanish-speaking context of approximately a quarter of the school day for
children enrolled in bilingual programd--which we posit as the only vari-
able substantially differentiating the ESL/bilipgual program children from

the ESL/traditional program children. This statement, of course, needs some

»

defense.

Comparability of groups.

!

In an attempt to establish the initial equivalency of thé two comparison con-
ditions, the following variables were examined vis a vis the twelve standard
threats to design validity:\ the selection process used to designate a school
hr classroom to one of the two condftions, the pretest equivalence of the two
groups, differential attrition in the two groups, economic level of the schools'
studentbody, staff teaching experience, staff ethnicity; Spanish fluency of ESL
stgffg district size, city population, percent of Spanish-speaking students in
diétricté and sample schools, number of schools in each district, and the ethnic
composition of Spanish-speaking students.

Selection. The availability of comparison children (ESL within traditiohal
curriculum), in addition, to bilingual proéram children, within each of the

- three districts was the result of there being more children in these districts

.4%,3,3,“ 5

ié’néed of a bilingua% program than funds to establish the programs. In each

) district, the nymber of students to be included in/ the bilingdrl program was

pre-determined through proposal negotiation between the district and the state
office personnel. Accordingly, the schools which had comparat\vely higher per-
centages of {panish-speaking children weré given priority for inclusion in the
bil;pgual pr&gram. However, the restriction in numbers imposgd<by limited

funds left some schools or classrooms of comparable Spanish—spea%iﬁg proportions

out of the program. These students also received ESL instructioq and were con-

sidered comparison students for evaluation purposep. It must be noted that
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agsignment to the two groups was not random. L

There were seven EéL/bilingual schools and eight ESL/traditional schools.
‘All students enrolled in either of these two conditions who were present for
both pretesting and posttestiqg were included in this study.

Pretest equivalence. WhiiEJpretesg scores were not used as a criterion

for membership in either group--all students present for both pre and post

X é
testing were included in the study--a test of significance was run on the
correlation between pretest scores and group membership. There was no stat-

istically significant correlati¢n between pretest scores and the two groups,

.

witp the exceptioh of the first grade data which was iignificant at the .05
level (see Tables I and II).

Attrition. The year began with 422 (289'ES;/bifingua1”and 133 ESL/traditional)
students, but by year's end attrition had reduced the number to 317 (213 ESL/
bilingual apd 104 ESL/traditional curriculum). The attrition rate in the '
ESLAbiiingual group was 26%, and 217 in the ESL/traditional group.

Tconomic index of schools. Title I eligibility (1) was taken'as an indivf
\ °

cation of khe poverty level of the schéol community. Of the fifteen schools

. t 4 '
involved in the bilingual programs, all are Title I eligible schools. Of the

. >

ESL]traditional curriculum schools, seven of the eight are Title I e@igib;e.

Staff experience.’ Students in both groups generally meet with three >
]

adults over the course of the day: regular homeroom teacher, ESL teacher

(either within a bilingual program or wiﬁhin a traditional curriculum), and
‘ .

a teacher aide. This study groups togeﬁﬁ}r teachers and teachers aides. The

aQeragh teaching experience for the hoﬁeroom teachers of both groups w
‘ ,

| /
years. The. average experience of th%,ESL/traditional gtaff was seven years

teaching (tVo of which weré in ESL), while the average teaching experience

|
i
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of the ESL/bilinqudl staff was three years (one of which was in ESL). The
ESL/traditional staff had, on the average, somewhat over double the teaching

experience of the ESL/bilingual staff.

Staff ethnicity. Of those teachers and aides working in the ESL/traditional

‘curriculum, six were of English~speaking background and two were of Spanish-
speaKing background., The ESL/&&lingual staff included two from Anglo back-

grounds and eight from Hispanic backgrounds., All the homeroom teachers were

Anglos.

Fluency in Spanish. None of the homeroom teachers spoke Spanish. All the

staff teaching in the bilingual progfam were fluent in Spanish. Of the\ESL/:
traditional cu;riculum staff, four were fluent in Spanish and four were not.
A separate anaI§sis of the data was made to determine whether there was, a
significant ad £ference in the achievement of those ”SL/traditional currigul?m

students who had ESL teachers fluent.in Spanish was

t

Data on the size of the three districts and the cities' population, their
concentration of Spanish~speaking students, the number of schools in each
district, and the ethic composition of the districtsl Spanish~gpeaking stu-
dents is contaiﬁed in Table II. Two diﬁf;lg;ces between the two groups is evi-
dent. The districtwide pércentage of Spanish-speakiné students varies widely.
On the other hand, the means of the 15 schools in our sample are completely
comparable, although the standard deviations aq.vary. "This .indicates that there
is more Yariance 'within district scores' than 'between district scores'.

The other difference between the two groups is in the ethnic ﬁationalhmakéup of
the Spanish—spe;king students (Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban). This fact has

not seemed to produce any observable effect on test scores, and the generalize-

ability of the results is consequently enhanced.

10
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_tion effects of a dozen different tests, based on a sample of 5,000 Spanish-

~10~

Instrumentatioii The inadequacy of standardized tests for measuring

achievement of minority children is widely appreciated (Wrightstone, n.d.;

Fitzgibbon, n.d.; Yavassy, 1972; Zirkel, 19723 Wilson, 1973).

All.of the shortcomings of these iﬁstruments are exacerbated when the
testee's first language is not the language of the test. To gain 'a measure
of the tests' homogeneity withtlllinois' multi~ethnic Spanish-speaking children?
Ruder-Richardson 20 reliability Qas cdmputed for each of the instruments used
in this study. Their reliability, calculated on data from several hundred K-3
Latin childrgp besides those included in the preséﬁt study, ranged from .54
to .81. Table TII presents this data in some detail.

OSince re}@dbility is partly a function 6f the number of test items,
those instruments wher; only half the items were administered (see below) did
not achieve as high a reliability as one ukﬁally expects from commercial
tests. Nonetheless, test reliabilities were sufficiently high to have reaéon—

able confidence in their results. A detailed replication study of instrumenta-

speeking children in Illinois, is currently being condfcted by the authors. j

7

Data collection. Pre and post tests of English language achievement

(along with tests of Spanish language, mathematics, and self;concept, which
will be reported in a future paper) were given to students in both ESL/bi~
lingual and ESL/traditional groups in January and May of 1972. These dates
correspond to the tenure of the first semester of implementation of a bilingual

program in these districts. All testing was accomplished within a two-week

period by bilingual teachers and/or aides who were not the students' regular

teachers. For purposes beyond the scope of this study, most tests were ad-

ministered bilingually. (That is, odd items were given in English and even'

11
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items in Spanish, and vice versa). Only tge\fpglish landhage portion of the

data is considered for this study. '

¥

Data analysis. Analyses of data from pre and post measures to*ascertein

gain have always been a matter of controversy. Unreliability of tests, sta- * «

tistical regression to the group mean phenomenon, and correlation between gain
scores and pretest scores are the three major problems in the analysis of such

-

data.
Anelysis of covariance (ANCOVA) and partial correlation’analysis are two

~ . i
of the techniques suggested for overcoming these difficulties. However, it

should be noted that ANCOVA has been criticized for underadjusting for regressi;n
effects (Campbell and Erlebacher, 1970a). Users of'ANCOVA should recognize
the procedgre of adjustment available (Lord, 1968) and some cautiong'tﬁet are
to be maintained (Campbell and Erlebacher, 1970b). ‘artial correlation analygis
%p criticized for its inability to correct for differ&nces among groups arising )
from non-randomization (Lord, 1963; Brewer, Campbell C noy 1970
Some adjustments in covariance appropriate to different gvaluation designs have
been suggested (Porter, 1973).. Research is upderway to taxonomize methods to
measure change in terms of practical epplicability iﬁalasub amonian).

The present experiment is a situation where the covariate is fallible

r

due to the imperfect reliability of the pretest measure, and

possibility of a systematic difference on the, covariate due to en—random
assignment. As a procedure of croSs-véPidatio%t both ANCOVA and partial
correlation analysis were performed, and Lord's technique of adjustment was

appliquts)the second and third grade data, using verbal and non-verbal

\\

intelligence scores as additional covariates.

’
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DESIGN VALIDITY

Campbell and Stanley (1963) identify eight potential threats to internal
wvalidity and four threats 'to external validity in any experiment. Internal
validity asks the queation of whether the treatment made a difference in the
experiment' external validity asks how generalizable are the experiment's re-
sults. A brief review’%f the inforpation presented in the preceding section,
in terms of Ene potential threats to vaiddity, will facilitate an evaluation of

&

whether the results of this experiment can be interpretable.
o B

Since both groups shared the same school districts during~the same time

Internal validity.

-

. span, any artifact caused by history {events occuring bet&een the two test .
Yo ,% ‘ . ‘
periods) could be expected to be shared by both groups. The possible confound

. which might be speculated due to the differential experience and ethnicity of «
- > - _ .
- the teaching staff is mitigaﬁed by the fact that each student receiveg/ihstruc-

., tion from at least three teachers.

. o
]

Maturation (growing older) and testing (the effect of taking a test on

<

test scores) are likewise controlled because they would not operate differen~

tially between the two groups.

Instrumentation. threats (changes in the calibration of a test or tester) 2
e R
" are minimized by +having used standardized instruments whose relfﬁgility has '(

‘ . 'y . .
been calculated, and by using a variety of test adpinistratoré“for both groups.

_Testing usually took two days to accomplish and the administrative procedures

- LI

were the same for both groups. Test-retest effects were not determined; a
.separate study in progress will do this.

_ Regression artifacts (nqrmal regression toward the group mean upon re-

testing) are ruled out for several reasons. Firgt, students were not selected

. €

At on the basis of pretest gtgtes. Whatever statistical regression does occur Mn,’

&ed

3%:&%) q;_Qhould be present equally in both groups. Further, the pretest equivalence
* o 3 .

ERIC 13
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supports the absence of differential regression effects. The énal use of

ANCOVA and partial regression analysis affords yet another adjusiment.for

%

%

%..
33

Since randomization did notdoccur, selection is a serious potential

possible regression effects.

threat to internal validity. To be compared, the students in both Q‘oups

-

should be the product of the same gélection process., In this study,

was a function of attendance by classroom and/or building. The cutoff%point

-~ -

that determined which schools would implement bilingual programs was tng

considerable extent the result of the limited availability of fuﬁds. Thé?

; T
. pretest scores of the two groups did not differ significantly. The teacht§g

experience of the staff favored somewhat the ESL/traditional classroom setégng.

»

School size, concentration of Spanish-speakins students, numbers of staff
involvement in ESL, geographical location of schools, Spanish fluency among
the ESL staff, did not substantially differ between the groups. e feel the

plausibility of selection artifacts to be minimal. E

Experimental mortality (differential attrition from the two groups) aépearg

~

. R
to be comparable in terms of rate of attritionm. This does not rule out bigs
. ) e -
in the type of student who left the two groups, but we are upaware of any
) 3
systematic ﬁias thgt would not be true across both ESL/bilinpgual and ESL/tradi-

tional sé¢hools.

The final threat to internal validity, interaction effects among any of

the seven other Ehreats, appears egtnemely unlikely civen the prece&ing informa-
’ \

\

tion. > 5”.& . ’ %’
External validity. ’ ’

5 .
The threat of interaétion of testing and treatment is not controlled by
= " .

<t

this design. It is, however, somewhat contained by the fact that most of the

students' immediate school environment is exposed to the same condition and

testing is an acceptediéchool activi;y. At any rate, the generalizability of

, 14
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the results is not meant to extend béyond children learning %SL in the settings
in which they were tested (i.e., bilingual proarams or traditional pfograms).
A desien variation in which random schools within both groups would have the

‘pretest omitted would offer a control for this confound.

The threat of interaction of sglection‘and treatment is partly diffused

by our williﬂgﬁess to linmit the applicability of the results to students

who would have been eligible €£5r both ESL and bilingua{ procrams on the

&primary school level. This eligibility is based largeky on lancuage need.

There is an apparent Qanqer in extending the ;nterpretability of the résults
beyond the type of child who might have a;tended one of these two Illinois . »

progrgams. On the other hand the mul%%:ethnic nature of Illinois' Spanish-
e
speakine population is ideally suited to generalizine across °p§nish-speaking

groups. There is_ the possibflity that the schools which successfully requested
B
for bilinvual programs had administrators who were more onen to the educat, g al
i t

needs of limited-English—speaLino children. Our experience has been mixed
-Vs

this repard and wve do not think that there is a strong systematic bias favorino
N -

bilingual program children for this reason.

The third threat to external validity Campbell and Stanley call reactive

[ .z

Arrancements. These would be especially serious in articial experimental con-

ditiong. This reactive effect might tend to favor a child who envisioned
& '

himself in an "exotic' or especially prestipious program. It is doubtful that

this was the case with the two gnoups!reported in this study. At ahy rate,
-~ ‘ .

the results are not meant to be generalized beyond the described cpnditions,

-~

however .reactive,
[#
final threat to the generalizability of an experiment's results,

fultiple treatment interference, raises the question of what would happen

to the English language achievéﬁed?*of either group once the continuous

‘ ‘ | ‘15 1 -
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nature of the FESL is substantialiy altered in structure, as in the case of
‘an alternate-days, rather than daily, program. The present study doeS not

generalize beyond a daily treatment effect. The carry-voer power of ESL

instruétion has not been probed here. .ﬁ

The appropriateness of this nonequivalent control group design for the
circumstances in which it-was employed is judged by the authors to be capable
Of.PIOViding:omi?éptly interpretable data. The few instances of possible bias
cancelled each other out by their contrastive direction. The two groups

seen remarkably similar,

sdiyy. L
. B * S e

~

The question raised inxtheﬁtitle of this paper is whether bilingual educa-
?

tion programs inhibit Enclish language achievement.

To probe this question, English language achievement dT 213 Spanish-speaking

students in grades K-3 who rﬁceived ESL instruction in the context of a bilin—
- &

_gual program was compared to that of 104 similar students who received ESL in-

v

struction within the traditional school program. Tables 4, 5 and”6 present the
ANCOVA results of the three grade levels* Table 7 presents the results of partial

correlation analysis for the three grades.

An eXamination of the tables indicates that in both types of analyses, re-

gardlegs of grade level, the students studying ESL performed equally whether they

were 1earnino it within the context of a bilingual program or a traditional pro-

gram. In ANCOVA, none ot‘the F statistics was significant. Similarly, in partial

correlation analysis, none of the correlations was significant. In the case of

second and third grade data, even when intelligence (as measured by the Inter-

American Series Test of General Intelligence Level II) and pretest performahce vere

partialled out simultaneously, the correlations were not significant.

16




sion items, or a small sample tested through taped ‘oral responses. Prompted by
expediency, and encouraged by the high correlations between the briefer wri::e;j‘_fj?'

comparison groups" is that the posttest results were the product of some pre-bilin-.

-16~ -

N
£y

The results all indicate tﬁat students learning English in a bilingual 5
i }

program learn just as much Engliph as gtuQents learning it through ESL classes .

within a traditional curriculum.a' i

¥

&

Vs

/

Gy
IMPLICKT&ONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

Ay
v

The educational significaLce‘éf'the amon%; of measured English achievement
i? kindergarten and first grade ié‘disappointing, wh}le the achievement measured
in second and third grades appears éubstantial. This raises at least two questions:
the effectiveness of 1an¢uage instvuction in K-1, and the appropriateness of the

techniques, we used to measure English achievement on these levels. The answer more

likely lies with the measurement techniques. It was especially difficult to test

children of this tender é;e.

\\

It is frequently argued that language ability, especially on the K-3 level,
is principally a matter of oral skills; and oral ability should be measured through
tests which evoke oral responses ana are in themselves.oral. There is no -philo-
sophical quarrel with this position. The economics of testing ferce the investi-

gator to choose ‘between a large sample tested on listening and reading comprehen-

:

form of the MLA Prpficiency Test and the longer form with an oral component,

our oral tests opted for a large number of children answering qaestrgga of known

reliability. A controlled study using direct measures of oral langnaée,’would be

N 3
[

a distinct-contribution to the literature. -

It may be argued that the reason for the 'no significantggifference between

gual program learning which was still exerting its effect. Since the tested

N ~
- f
> P
. el
B T T S T T
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.

. interval covered o 1 four months time, this rival explanation of the data has
_covered y m\ ) P e data

mild plausibility /k longitudinal study should elucidate this issue, and one is

7

currently being/c ucted by the authors.

/ :

Can this study's findings be extended to other language groups and to children

/
of other ages?’ We would hypothesize a yes to both questions, but there is a need

1

to replicaté'this sgudy s findings in other language and age groups.

»

Would the results have been the same had we compared students studying in
a traditional English language arts program (mot ESL) to similar students studying
ESL within either a traditional academic setting or within a bilingual program? A

controlled study should elucidate tfis, too.

There is plways difficulty "proving" a null hypothesis. It should be noted,

Howgver, that the use of covariates substantially increased the power of the

analysis to detect small differences had théy been there. Nonetheless, in spite
~ of the quéstions we havl raised, the pvsrwhelming implication of this study is
that a ssudent learns every bit as much English inaa bilingual program as he does
in a tradi€éfonal all-English school pfogram. When one sdds to this the other

educational objectives of a bilingual program, there is ample reason to regard

- bilingual programs with spirited interest.

¥

- ©
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TABLE 1

Correlations between student measuyres and group membership

1

PRE POST GROUP
ENG. ENG.
PRE ENG. - - ~
POST ENG. .25 - ' KINDERGARTEN
~o -
GROUP 005 016 -
DF = 99
- ‘ K ‘f‘
PRE POST ., ' GROUP T s
’ ENGO 't' ENGQ D ~"§f_k
PRE ENG. - N
", N.'gl“ )
POST ENG. .27 - T - FIRST GRADE
GROUP - 21 * . 17 -
DF = 104 (
= it ‘,
‘| PRE POST GROUP PRE POST . o
o ENG. ENG. / v.I. N.V.I. o
B §
' PRE ENG. -
POST ENG. 79 -
' GROUP 04 | .13 - . ‘  SECOND AND THIRD
| - , GRADES
" PRE V. Io . 33 A‘_ . 27 . 14 bt
PRE N.V.I. -3‘. 030 008 .40 -
W/ n(}\= 108
&) . ,

29 * Significant at ,05 leyel
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: TABLE 2

Selected data on district nosvmﬂwwnwwn% ) N

DISTRICT POPULATION # OF PUPILS DJETRICT\IDE # OF SCHOOLS* MEAN X OF S  #OF ETENIC
IN ELEM. y H~ INCLUDED SPANISH- SCHOOLS  COMPO-

SCBOOLS SPEAKING ILs IN STUDY SPREAKING BEYOND SITION
. . PUPILS +/- ] SP
1 80,378 12,557 12 5 21 6 1 100% Mex.
. . . e
2 . 65,000 10,929 6 5 26 - 15 2 33% Mex. N
¥ 332 P.R. A
< 33% O.L.A.
3 55,691 17,538 2 g 5 23 9 1 . 50% Mex,
, - ; , - 50Z P.R.
~ ;
_ % All but one school are Title I eligible. ;
f s /
. N
. - R . _Of
. > H
- ’ Pl va




TABLE 3
. Tests and reliability date . o ~ .
PUBLISHER REPORTED JILLINOIS DATA -
: TEST NAME SUBTEST A _ - . i
(1F ANY) TYPE OF TYPE OF . .
N n RELIABILITY v SE "n _ RELIABILITY r SE
TEST OF BASIC | - , .
EXPERIENCES-K LANGUAGE 2,615  KR20 .82 2.10 89 KR20 .55 1.66 .
TEST OF BASIC N
EXPER{ENCES-L LANGUAGE 1,701 KR20 .78 2.01 80 KR20° .55 1.68 .
. W : .
TEST OF. READING : : _ C , ~
(INTER-AMERICAN, .
It DE) - VOCABULARY 207~ Adjacent 49 5.40 125 KR20 ¢ .79 1.77 Y o
forms . . " sp ot m -
. SPEED 207  Adjacent - .72 5.5 125 KR20 © .5k 1.4 i
forms .. SD ' s
LEVEL . 207 Adjacent .73 6.1 125 KR20 81 1.66 oy
. forms . SD . ’
) TEST OF GENERAL T ’ :
INTELL 1GENCE :
-HABILIDAD . o o : s
- GENERAL VERBAL. - | ‘ | A
NUMER 1 CAL 207  Paraliel .70 5.3 122 KR20 .55 1.51
- B . Mc
. NON-VERBAL 207  Parallel .64 5.2 122  KR20 64 1.47
. G n - f.w . l mc .l N . g .
. o« wm; v ; A2 - n - ~ = R . -

IC.

3
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: “TABLE 4 A

. v

Analysis of covariance table: Nw:amnmmnnmn amnm

.

* x;w,,ﬂ.**%*#*%* *o#*»*%.&%%.**%***#***%b**##*********&**%#mﬁm‘m.ﬁ*lmam%.i*****%‘*W*w.mﬁlﬁ***u.ﬁ*.****#**#*******

x 1 1 = 1 Oy 4 1 I *

* I 1 o1 SUM=SQUARES I SUM=S QUARES 1 . * )

* SOURCE 1 DF 1 YY: ¢ {DUE) 1 . {ABOUT ) 1 DF 1 MEAN=SQUARE *

* 1 1 : 1 : I 1 T =

* I S S | S S | . S S 8 - .. -
« TREATMENT | 1 T 1 1 I &

* (BETWEEN) I 11 17.3828 I I L I Lo *

* 1 1. - 1 1 1 1 o *

* P P .Y L adabatad n . uII-I'.I-I-'.-'l:.I.Ill - NS WD W AR A B W WY W S BN UP G N 08 VR Srenan e K ,

* ) I ‘n I ~ 2 m I .. * 1©e
* ____E®”RCS 1 oo 5 SR . N
* {AITHIN) 1 ‘99 | 660.5781 1 &o.wuugﬂu "620. N&»o ~ 98 1 6.3290 *

* - PR - - om wk W -ow snon ws e - o= >

* 1 S 1 . I S I x

+ TREATMENT I 1 3 I o . I P ¢

* + ERROR 1 1 1 1 1 1, &

[ .qnq»r, 11001 . 677.9609 1 __ . __42.€6S54_ 1 _ . 635.2654 1 991 _  _ _ _ * '
x 1 1 1 1 I I *
”".‘--"“-l!'--' ! vl‘ - - - - ]"‘!‘" - R L 2 ¢ I I J - - "*

* I 1 1 I 1 | S %

#*DI FFERENCE FOR TESTING ADJUSTED TREATMENY MEANS....I ° = 15.0205 I «MVk/ (s 15.0205 %

* 1 1 1 1 ) 1 1 &

& Lol ko Xk ok &k kK% **%*******9*%%***** ok dh bl el Rk RNk *%%**%***********************1**:********

P S - e e e s P o e o . et e te e s mmy - ————— s M tn v

NULL HYPOTHESIS. NO DIFFERENCE AMONG TREATMENTS AFTER )

’ ADJUSTING WITH COVARTATES.
U OO, S R, e e s e —— R . te tmae s e
ma R H.n oo.n N.. WNW o~ -
AN - o )
e O
\Ul

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




oo o TABLE 5 . | .

e T , . S
o Andlysis of covariance table: First mummm data 2

n***»*uaan*»mwaa*****»***»»*#*****nnanﬂfﬁﬁuﬁﬁua*****ﬁaoﬁ***ﬁu**m***«*uu**«««*4&*mw*oﬁ&¢1*§§fn .

DA A0S AL i S S TERETI TN L A A gt ..x‘....llll.l!.ln.l...ll
1 s *
Y &

H n
, R NS S ::.w 4 SUM=SQUARES m _ SUM=SQUARES I _ . - )
SOURCE 1 DF 1 L A R {DUE) 1 . (aBQUT) . DF 1 MEAN=SQUARE M v
m . .

’
{ U

somt g | oy o

1
1 | B e ) S

- . - s — -— - e e ¥ P L - - - -

R SR S S

L 1

TREATMENT ] 1 - 1 ¢ T 1 .

(BETWEFN) I 11 : Nu.vomu I, IR RS SO ST .. *
1 .

P Y |||"l.’,.

%
%*
*
*

- P e oy - R PO - - hySie4 e a ame

Lol
.
M

*
¥
¥ o
*
*
* i
*
%x
“
*
*

- - - . ’ l.d".'..ll » - " . e lllllll..lol..lli&.l...l. uo
o 1 BN S 1 T 1 1 1 N,
___ERRO2 1 __ X1 . o N SRR SRR SO L
(WITHIN) | 104 1 816.6641 1 4647199 1 qﬂw 9441 1 1031 - T.4152

ol v " - ow Ay - by s " b o
‘ ‘«M - - - —— - —— mram o v e —— - - _—m o~ e - - —— ) :

-t ot -
.

-

ot oot

* 1
& TREATMENT | 1
* + ERROR 1 1
) [

1

839.8594 _ . 59,2741 1. 780.5852_1 104

e e e 8 e o e e wan b S s s SRS =2 - -

1 1

-‘.'- ";me- ."-- -‘j""!‘-.' L] "l 8

hg (TOTAL) n Q5

*

*'.l-ll'-l-nlnll' - -

* 1 R | o R | o I I x 1 .
*DIFFERENCE FOR TESTING >agcm4mw 4xmwazmzq MEANSyas el C 10.6411 1. 3 I % 1 10.6411

-

« T T 1 . I 1 1
aa****uu******ou*********«**uu****«««**oﬁ****u** *.«****o**««*««&*uu*uuﬁ*uﬁnaﬂ*«#*o*uu*¢¢*¢«.

PR TR ST N RN N )

NULL HYPOTHESIS. NO_ U_mmmxmznm AMONG TREATMENTS. >m4mx e _ Sy o do

“ pung4~<ﬂ WITH COVARIATES. . , ’

e e et ee e s mo e Aman . MM 5 mam S w remeamimeseewemT SR SRS e o b e E sl oo e o e e mrm——— L ¥ e e o o = T - - DU

. . K ey .

R 1y 03D 1.424 . .
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AL I R N A R I I

TABLE 6 , 4
n ———— ———— - m

. gmwwwnm of covariance table: Second and third grades data
**ﬂ*******%*****#%*************#w******%*******0#*%******%**Wﬁ******JW********W*************?

[ORDUEED S A o —— — @ e e — - cimee am e e e o

, H 4 I . I 1
P R | SUM=SQUARES I SUM«S QUARES I NS S

I (ABOUT) = I  DF I ~ MEAN=SQUARE
1 o1

+
3
v
.

i me e e e wme = eeeea o
~

el ] o I 7

14
. 1
mOoC»nm 1

IV NI e

NSl I “ I ) S SR R

TREATMENT 1 1 i Ty 1 1 R |
(

BETWEEN) T 1 1 8sg.tse0 1 __ .+ L . ___ 1 T
. 1 1 . 1 & 1 T G

SRR W Y NS BR RBs B e = - P b GR GE 0 G 08 U5 SREE M N N aN W UNER 55 %) &0 4 an N L2 1 ] -

B S { _ , I ) 1 I
1 I I, . I
1

T

oo JERRCE T XY Nl D
(ATTHIN) 17 7108 1 51249.8150 1 T3244C.C78L 17 T18809.7969 I 105 + 7179.1409

RN GE SN NS AR WAV I W a8 R W -l anyw e -8 S e an - - ‘nt 1

I

‘

I
m . - M \...
I

1 I

TREATMENT I & 1

+ ERROR 1 | . { )

(YOTALY ' 109 1 5§108.6250 I __ 32859:582%.l .  19249.0430 I
i .

ﬂ i, .ﬁmw

+

retits 2y yoq e’
L3 B BE 3R 3R

L AvoraLy ‘1 109 1 S5§L08. 59. 582t . 19249
‘ | I w1 1

2K . 5 D e e OV 08 WD .

.

* I 1 _ 1 oW 1 o { I i *
*DIFFERENCE FOR TESTING ADJUSTED TREATMENT MEANS... M4 439:2461 1 11 ' 439.2461 %

* 1 I 1 Ry 1 | S *

*****#****W********************f#************%*&***************#W***#*ﬁ***%#******&]*******%‘A

e e it S S b 4 e - ammney e e . wmr 4w - s emm - mamea . - -..’izwwdpw“- — — gy o - - e~ T
NULL HYPOTHESIS. NO DIFFERENCE AMONG TREATMENTS AFTER . ) :
ADJUSTING WITH COVARIATES, . - o,
Rt h ¥ v m, .

TR A F( Ly 105)=  2.452 . S

.'"'-"'.-....-'-"r-"-"""'-’.-'--....-"»".-."'.'.."* ‘s

$
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Results of partial correlation analysis*

|JLH‘ X 3 = == 7 - 3 ,,,,Ik .
STATISTICS PRE ENG, PRE ENG. PRE ENG. PRE V’I. PRE z.<.HM PRE ENG. & PRE ENG. & Q
V L .. PRE V.I. PRE N.V.I. R
, .o . L ‘ - ’ - , ,
Partial r. . .153 .116 . 154 .095 .150 ~152 .093 . .
DF 98 103 107 . 107 1107 106" 106
¢ T - ~ . B e o]
] . N
p 127 .236 JAM .325 121 .116 .341 -
. " % The correlations in the table are between ’
- ) posttest and group membership. The variables .
T ’ , listed ip the table are partialled out. L
& ' . . v ‘ [
. . ) ., * \~Pbm
Lo . (7 ) v
. o i .o . H
. . ’ s . . * . Ev.m



W TABLE 8 . -

Summary data 3 . . ) ¢ ..
* \/
S ~ GRADE GROUP PRE POST PRE PRE NON- POST STANDARD . ) .
. - ENGLISH  ENGLISH VERBAL  VERBAL  ENGLISH - ERROR ‘
P ( MEAN. . MEAN INTELLI~ INTELLI- MEAN : n
, GENCE  GENCE ADJUSTED FOR
MEAN MEAN COVARIATES.
L . . LR ©
. kK~ ESL/BILINGUAL _ 7.12 8.22 - - 8.21 33 .. 101
B , 1 -
ESL/TRADITIONAL  6.32° 7.6 - - 7.22 .37 .
p : e : o .
1 ESL/BILINGUAL 8.87 10.29 - .o 10.17 . .35 106 N
ESL/TRADITIONAL  7.80 - 9.34 - - 9.51 A2 - i )
2-3 ESL/BILINGUAL 29.39 - 54.22 Nm.mm 49.93 53.62 © 1,62 110
ESL/TRADETIONAL  26.51 48.4% 24,10  k2.24  49.Lk 2.10 " -

A

N
.
.
g
Lo
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TABLE 9 :

Composite summary data

ﬁ “ N . .
GRADE PRE ENGLISH POST ENGLISH , PRE VERBAL PRE NON-VERBAL n
’ INTELL {GENCE INTELL IGENCE
MEAN  S.D.  MEAN S.D.  MEAN  S.D. MEAN < §.D. ‘ .
-]
K 6.97° 6.94  8.01 2.60 - - - - 101
o
I Composite not calculated due to imi?ﬁfm:n Initial differences
between nrm two groups g .
w23 43.30 18.53 52.06  21.86 28.32 10.09  25.02 9.32 110
. ) s
b,
m vy
‘n\ M L
v € T \:‘Mk‘ '
SR aa:
? - - Cm
0 . . . S—
X O X




